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Introduction 
This study is a preliminary usability study in the use of a blog in gathering 
feedback from university faculty for the collection development of a departmental library. 
The web site for research-based web usability guidelines (Usability.gov, n.d.) provides 
five factors for evaluating a web site’s usability. These are ease of learning, efficiency of 
use, memorability, error frequency and severity, and subjective satisfaction. There are 
several ways of evaluating usability, including think aloud protocols, heuristic evaluation, 
and task completion scenarios. The objective of this study is to evaluate the usability of a 
blog to collect and collate faculty feedback on prospective purchases for an academic 
library. It does this through analyzing the use of functions in the blog interface, a user 
satisfaction survey, and an interview with a department librarian. The data from these 
three instruments are employed as measures of error frequency and severity, user 
satisfaction, and ease of use of the blog system. Since web design is an iterative process, 
the insights gained from users’ comments and the librarian’s interview can result in a 
more usable blog and a more satisfying user experience for both faculty members and the 
librarian blog administrator. 
The blog was developed as a way to continue faculty involvement in the 
collection development process when the library’s paper-based survey system was no 
longer practicable. The study became an opportunity to answer several questions: What 
advantages might a blog confer as a system for gathering collection development 
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feedback from faculty? To what extent are faculty members willing to contribute to the 
collection development process? Would providing a convenient, easy-to-use interface 
affect this willingness to collaborate with the librarian in shaping a library’s collection?  
This study is important because few studies have looked into the use of web 
technologies for collecting faculty feedback for the purpose of collection development, 
while none have investigated the use of blogging software in the collection development 
process. 
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Literature Review 
 
There has been a longstanding debate in library science about the role of faculty 
in collection development for academic libraries. While some have argued that faculty 
should dictate the direction in which library collections should head, others see it as the 
librarian’s prerogative to purchase the right books for the collection. The greater 
consensus, and the opinion of this author, is that collection development in academic 
libraries should be a cooperative venture, balancing the research agenda of the faculty 
with the librarian’s knowledge of the needs of the patrons and of the collection as a 
whole. With this idea established, the challenge becomes soliciting faculty input for 
collection development, as well as measuring the effect faculty opinion ultimately has on 
what materials are acquired. Depending on the size of the department served by the 
library, as well as the time constraints of the librarian and faculty, there may be an 
approval process declaring that the purchases list must clear each faculty member’s desk, 
or there may be a single liaison who serves as the advocate for the faculty’s interests in 
collection development. 
The relationship between faculty and librarians is not always a congenial one; it 
can be ambiguous or tenuous at times, and in the worst cases it can even be antagonistic. 
Trying to define the roles of faculty and librarians in library collection development can 
illustrate the tension between the two parties and their desire, or their disinclination, to 
determine what resources the library will acquire. Dickinson (1981) argues in favor of 
6 
 
 
letting faculty have the sole power to purchase, and  Gordon (1999) notes that inertia, 
lack of time and energy, and wanting to avoid politics are reasons why librarians choose 
not to be selectors (cf. Jenkins, 2005). However, Hardesty (1986) found that faculty do 
not know what makes a good book selection, Kuo (2006) noted that junior faculty are the 
most active in influencing collection development, and Jenkins (1996) observed faculty 
feel they have more important functions than collection development (as cited in Jenkins, 
2005).  
Stam (1981) makes a “modest case” against faculty selection, conceding that in 
small and medium-sized college libraries teaching faculty can help the collection 
promptly meet curriculum needs, but collection development is a low priority for 
professors jockeying for promotion or tenure. Faculty members are also transient, and 
Stam asks:  
Should a medium-sized college or even a medium-sized university put substantial 
resources into developing specialized collections in Tudor geneology, Icelandic 
literature, or microbiology for faculty who aspire to move on to Harvard, Cornell, 
or Yale, possibly leaving behind an investment on which there is little return? 
 
Likewise, Hill (1977) believes that librarians should assert their authority over the 
collection development process, as they do not have a vested interest in what scholarly 
opinion receives the most shelf space. Hill reasons that librarians, being more resistant to 
unconscious censorship or bias, are able to grow a more inclusive collection than a 
faculty member with a research agenda.  
Although literature can be found on either extreme of the faculty-librarian selector 
debate, most of it is concerned with finding the best method of getting both sides to 
cooperate in service to the needs of the greater institution (e.g. Wijayasundara, 2008).  
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Yang (2005) found 85% of the faculty at one college were interested in being involved in 
reviewing the library's approval plan (from Jenkins, 2005). SUNY-New Paltz developed 
a library liaison toolkit to help provide faculty with “high-level communication skills, an 
in-depth understanding of library policies and collection development practices, and 
increased knowledge about individual departments and the college” necessary to be 
effective selectors (Macaluso and Petruzzelli, 2005).  
 Some studies have investigated the role technology can play in fostering 
collaboration between librarians and faculty, but with few promising results. Although a 
few institutions use their web sites to inform users about changes in local collecting 
practices and the state of scholarly communication at large, most SPARC member web 
sites either lacked entirely or only had scant information about the collection 
development process (Hahn and Schmidt, 2005). When Boise State's library liaisons 
developed three faculty-oriented blogs focused on the subject areas of communication, 
criminal justice, and sociology, Kozel-Gains and Stoddart (2009) noted that “faculty 
across all disciplines had very positive reactions to the blogs,” yet “faculty readership of 
the blogs was minimal to nonexistent.”  On the other hand, Jensen (2009) successfully 
used an online survey to help physics faculty get involved in the collection development 
process, while coincidentally helping faculty members develop closer relationships with 
the libraries. 
  Methods for measuring researchers' inquiries on acquisitions have varied. 
Circulation statistics have been the quantitative standby (Adams and Noel, 2008; Day and 
Revill, 1995), but when applied to faculty versus librarian-selected books, the results 
often have been inconclusive (Cornell, 1991; Victor and Futes, 1988; Geyer, 1977; cf. 
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Jenkins, 2005). Evans (1970) and Dinkins (2003) found librarian-selected books 
circulated more frequently, while Bingham (1979) found faculty-picked books were 
checked out more often (cf. Jenkins, 2005). Thus, Carrigan (1996) argues for methods 
that are both use-based and user-based. Cullen and Calvert (1995) relied on stakeholder 
perceptions of effectiveness as their metric, while Lindauer (1998) reviews the potential 
of outcomes assessment and how libraries' contributions should be factored into the 
overall effectiveness of the university using test scores, attrition rates, and other measures 
of effectiveness as guidelines. This study seeks a balance between qualitative perceptions 
of the faculty collection development feedback system based on user surveys and actual 
feedback system usage based on comment and ratings logs.  
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Methods 
Background 
This study took place in a school of library and information science at a large 
public university in the southeastern United States. The school hosts over 300 master’s 
students in its information science and library science degree programs. It employs 24 
full-time teaching faculty members and about 25 adjunct faculty members are associated 
with the school each year. The department’s library houses over 97,500 volumes, with 
around 2,000 added to the collection each year. It also has nearly 1,000 journal titles. 
This sizable library employs one librarian and one full-time technical assistant along with 
several graduate and undergraduate students for its operations. 
The idea for building the faculty feedback blog originated from a project for a 
course in systems analysis. In that course, the author analyzed the process by which the 
department librarian solicited feedback from the faculty and found that the following 
process was in place: 
The librarian sorted a set of paper bibliographic records into two stacks based on 
which discipline, library science or information science, the record applied. The librarian 
would place each stack and a routing slip, which listed the faculty concerned with the 
discipline, into an envelope. The librarian would then place an envelope into the campus 
mailbox of the first faculty member listed on each discipline’s routing slip. The faculty 
member would evaluate each bibliographic record slip by writing a numeric rating, based 
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on a 4-point scale, on the book slip to indicate their opinion of the book’s suitability for 
the collection. Faculty members were also encouraged to annotate and comment on any 
fields on the slips that caused them concern or were otherwise noteworthy. They would 
then sign their initials and the date on the slips. After the faculty member had given their 
priority ratings to each book, they replaced the slips and placed the folder into the 
mailbox of the next faculty member on that stack’s routing list. 
Several key shortcomings were noted with this system. First, faculty would often 
be away from campus for several days while the envelope of slips remained unopened in 
their mailbox. Second, even after retrieving the envelope from the mailbox, a faculty 
member might defer the rating task in lieu of higher-priority duties for several days. By 
the time the envelopes had returned, it was typical for the librarian to have already 
ordered books based solely on their own judgment. Third, and most importantly, the 
vendor had discontinued distributing the paper slips to the librarian during the semester 
the course project was conducted.  
Despite the old system’s dubious participation commitment, the faculty and the 
department librarian were both still interested in collaborative collection development, so 
a new system had to be devised to facilitate this. It was suggested by the author that a 
blogging system would serve as a suitable replacement, if not an improvement, over the 
paper-based system of faculty feedback. A mock-up WordPress blog was presented to the 
librarian, and their reaction to the design was favorable enough to spark this case study.  
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Building the Blog 
A blogging platform, WordPress, was chosen over other technologies like online 
survey tools (Jensen 2009) because of the way it fulfilled a design goal of replicating 
many of the same functions that the paper slips provided. At the same time, it extended 
the capabilities of the librarian in soliciting meaningful feedback for collection 
development and removed the dependence on the faculty to forward the slips along to the 
next recipient for evaluation. Some of the key functions that the blog aimed to replicate 
from the paper-based system were the 4-point approval scale, faculty member 
accountability (ensured through signed initials in the paper-based system), and 
commenting. WordPress, an open source blogging platform, automatically provides the 
latter two capabilities with user accounts and comment functions. Because WordPress is 
open source, users can develop plug-ins that add features to the blog, and a plug-in was 
found that provides a clickable image of a 4-point scale for users to leave ratings on a 
post. However, this study was implemented on a campus-wide installation of WordPress 
MultiUser, so in order to install the WP-PostRatings plug-in, the researcher had to 
request the permission and assistance of the campus WordPress administrator.  
Another concern was privacy; the author wanted to restrict readership and 
authorship on the blog to only the invited participants, as well as reduce risks of 
psychosocial harm by providing a means for private, but not anonymous, comments that 
would be visible only to the librarian and the researcher. The WordPress MultiUser 
installation already had the Role Scoper plug-in installed, which allowed the researcher to 
restrict the blog posts’ visibility only to authorized accounts, namely the users in the 
study. In order to provide the private commenting function, another plug-in, Whisper 
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Comment, had to be installed with the campus WordPress administrator’s permission. As 
will be discussed later in the paper, not having absolute control over the WordPress 
installation influenced some of the design decisions of the blog, which likewise 
influenced some of the results expressed in the user satisfaction survey and comments on 
the blog. 
  A recruitment e-mail for the study was sent to the faculty of the department on 
January 14, 2011. The e-mail had a link to a Qualtrics survey form. The survey form 
simply had an informed consent agreement and a text field in which the participants 
would enter their campus user name, which was necessary to include them as subscribers 
to the study’s blog. The survey was left open for ten days, during which nine faculty 
members submitted their user names for the study. There were no incentives offered for 
participation in the study. 
Populating the Blog 
On January 25, 2011, the researcher guided the librarian in drafting the first ten 
posts for the blog. The librarian used the Gobi Export tool provided with YBP’s 
collection management support system, copying bibliographic records and pasting them 
into the blog’s text editor, then removing the fields that were not relevant to the faculty. 
Field relevance was determined by the librarian based on experience with the previous, 
paper-based collection development feedback process. In the old system, professors’ 
annotations and remarks about certain fields indicated to the librarian where their 
attention was focused, so the librarian attempted to include only those fields which would 
interest the faculty. The researcher was only consulted whenever the librarian needed 
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clarification about an item in the WordPress interface, such as where to navigate to begin 
a new post; the researcher did not suggest to the librarian what fields to include, and 
would only ask why certain fields were included or excluded during the interview 
conducted once the blog posts were no longer being added. The librarian did not choose 
to add any WordPress metadata, such as tags or categories, which would have enhanced 
the searching and navigation capabilities of the blog for its users. 
  After publishing the batch of posts, the librarian e-mailed the study participants to 
inform them that the new records were available to rate and comment on. They were also 
instructed to view the blog’s instructions to learn about its available features, and to e-
mail the researcher if they had any questions or wished to opt out of the study. 
The librarian would update the blog with three more batches of posts throughout 
the course of the study. They uploaded 4 records on February 16, 2011, 18 records on the 
next day, and 18 records on February 26. After each batch was uploaded, the librarian 
would again e-mail the study participants to notify them of the new posts on the blog and 
encourage their feedback. 
Interview with the Librarian 
On February 28 the researcher conducted a structured interview with the librarian. 
The interview consisted of four open-ended questions, intended to probe for the 
perceived usefulness of the blog, as well as solicit any improvements in the design of the 
blog from the standpoint of a blog administrator. During the probe for design 
improvements, the researcher also asked for a think aloud walkthrough of the librarian’s 
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process in selecting a record and editing the fields to post to the blog. The interview 
items, as well as a transcript, are available in the appendix. 
User Satisfaction Survey 
A link to a user satisfaction survey was sent out to the participants’ e-mail list on 
February 28. The survey consisted of six items. The first item was a binary question 
asking if the survey participant had left any comments or ratings on the collection 
development faculty feedback blog. A participant who answered in the negative simply 
had the survey conclude, while there were three Likert scale questions and two open-
ended questions for respondents who claimed to have left comments or ratings. These 
remaining questions assessed the difficulty of using the blog, asked about features of the 
blog the respondents liked and disliked, and asked about their opinion about the library 
continuing the blog after the study’s conclusion. The survey was closed after one week. 
Survey items can be found in the appendix. 
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Results 
Comment Categories 
During the course of the study, participants left 21 comments on the blog, only 
one of which was a private, “whisper” comment. Three of the nine participants who 
submitted a user name left comments.  
Using the grounded theory approach, the researcher examined the contents of the 
blog comments and identified five categories into which the comments could be 
separated. 
 
Blog Design 
These comments referred more to the design and structure of the blog than to the 
bibliographic record on which the comment was posted. An example of this is “I was at 
first confused by the stars because our previous practice put the ratings in the opposite 
order. This makes more sense, given the many online ratings systems we all use.” 
 
Class and Research 
These comments brought up instances in which the work in question would be 
useful in a professor’s or PhD student’s research, or for a certain course that is taught at 
the school. For instance, “This might be very useful in the International Perspectives 
Class.”
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Library 
These comments raise the issue of whether the publication is better suited for the 
collection of another library on campus. If the book is only tangentially related to the 
subjects featured in the department’s library, perhaps the title is better suited for another 
departmental library. This category is distinct from the next category of avoiding 
redundancy, although both categories rely on the assumption that it seldom benefits the 
university to have extra copies of a title, whether it is dispersed among its several 
libraries or housed in the same collection. As one participant commented, “We only need 
to get it if it’s not available elsewhere on campus.” 
 
Avoiding Redundancy 
Some publications are collections of journal article reprints. This leads to 
redundancy if the library already subscribes to a journal database which provides access 
to the same articles. It is distinct from the library category in that the concern is less 
about duplicating titles from another university library’s collection, but instead 
discourages acquiring a resource to which the library already has access. “We have these 
issues of the Journal of Library Administration available via InformaWorld.” 
 
Publication’s Quality 
Only one comment directly addressed a merit or fault of a publication, wherein 
the participant commented “I’ve found the majority of these PRG publications to be very 
shallow in their analyses and somewhat suspect in terms of their data collection 
methods.” There is a hope that with greater faculty participation and a larger collection of 
posts to comment on that the importance of certain fields with regards to faculty feedback 
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can be established, affecting how the librarian should present the fields in the uploaded 
records.  
Comment Category Number of Comments 
Blog Design 3 
Class and Research 7 
Library 7 
Redundancy 3 
Publication Quality 1 
Figure 1: Frequency distribution of comment categories 
Star Ratings 
Through the course of the study, fifty entries were posted on the blog. Six unique 
users were recorded leaving a total of 170 ratings, an average of 3.4 votes per post. 
Taking a closer look at the frequency of posts per user shows a huge disparity in utilizing 
this feature. The highest number of ratings left was 49, while another user left only 2 (a 
range of 47). The average number of ratings becomes 28.3 votes per user (standard 
deviation of 18.2), or a median of 33.5 ratings per user. 
 
User Number of Ratings 
1 40 
2 40 
3 49 
4 2 
5 12 
6 27 
Average 28.3 
Median 33.5 
Figure 2: Frequency distribution of star ratings by user 
Interview Results  
As with many new information systems, the most difficult aspect for the librarian 
was integrating the blog into their workflow. The librarian needed assistance with 
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uploading a second batch of posts since the written instructions the researcher gave them 
were not precise enough to successfully post in the unfamiliar interface. Two technical 
difficulties arose during the course of data collection. First, the librarian was unable to 
retrieve the whispered comment from the main administrative interface. Instead, the 
researcher had to export the blog in an XML format and then parse the data for the 
corresponding comment element. Another difficulty arose from the Role Scoper plug-in; 
when a user first navigated to the homepage of the study’s blog, the Role Scoper directed 
the user to a 404 (file not found) page stating, “Sorry, but you are looking for something 
that isn't here.” Several participants did not see the instructions page, and so resorted to e-
mailing the librarian for guidance in this confusing aspect of the interface. 
The librarian enjoyed receiving the participants’ comments via e-mail. “I live in 
my e-mail, and having it there is the most effective way of being able to pull some of the 
comments and to use the comments.” The librarian admitted to not factoring star ratings 
into their acquisitions decisions. They also desired better documentation for the process 
of uploading new entries and approving comments. The librarian claimed that feedback 
from the blog did indeed influence their decisions in the acquisitions process, citing an 
instance where a faculty member informed the librarian that they and several of their 
students were doing research on mobile devices and expressed a desire for a certain title 
posted to the blog. 
The librarian also listed the numerous criteria they applied when deciding to post 
a record. These included the title, editor, author, publisher, publication date, binding, 
Library of Congress subject headers, country of origin, price, and approval notes. During 
the interview, the librarian cited an instance where the approval notes flagged a record as 
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something that would be redundant for the library, so the librarian would not even 
consider purchasing it, let alone post it to the faculty feedback blog. A complete 
transcript of the interview can be found in the appendix. 
Survey Results  
Five (n=5) participants completed the survey during the week it was open. 
Although this seems like a scant number, web usability expert Jakob Nielsen (2000) 
argues that five users are sufficient to uncover the most notable usability problems in a 
web site’s design. A complete list of responses to the survey is included in the appendix. 
All five of the respondents claimed to have left comments or ratings on the 
collection development faculty feedback blog. The next item asked how difficult the 
respondents found the tasks of leaving a rating on a blog entry, leaving a comment on a 
blog entry, and keeping up-to-date with the blog entries. For the most part, the 
respondents found rating and commenting on the blog easy, but these tasks also had one 
response each where the respondent found those tasks to be difficult.  Staying aware of 
the most recent posts on the blog was a more difficult task, according to survey 
responses, as two respondents found that task to be difficult.  
Four respondents submitted answers to the open-ended question concerning what 
aspects of the blog they disliked.  Respondents had an overall neutral to favorable 
opinion of the blog, as well as a neutral to favorable attitude to the library continuing its 
use of the blog.  
The responses to the open-ended items about what the respondents liked and 
disliked about the blog will be addressed in the discussion section of this paper.
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Discussion 
User Reactions and Design Implications 
User behavior and user feedback both provide insight into how the blog can be 
improved as a means for soliciting faculty feedback for collection development purposes. 
With respect to the blog’s interface, the faculty end users were much more attracted by 
the quickness and simplicity of the star rating system in lieu of using the comment 
section. Star ratings could be provided from the main page of the blog, as the stars were 
placed just below the title as well as underneath the post metadata; in order to enter a 
comment a user had to navigate to the individual post page by clicking on its title. The 
blog design actually inverted the meanings of the star ratings from the old paper-system; 
that is, a one-star rating was actually preferable to a four-star rating. However, the 
researcher decided to rely on popular web site convention and make the four-star rating 
more desirable. One blog commenter remarked that they were at first confused because 
they were mindful of the old process’s rating system, but that the blog’s approach “makes 
more sense, given the many online rating systems we use.” 
Unfortunately, a lot of nuance is lost in reducing the merits or demerits of a title 
to a number, especially when the faculty did not understand how the numbers were to be 
used. Faculty members were also unsure about whether to rate titles that were out of their 
area of expertise. It does not help justify providing the function when the librarian has not
21 
 
 
made the star ratings a priority in their acquisitions decision process, either. Given the 
ambiguities of what the stars meant to users and the librarian’s reluctance to rely on the 
ratings, it could save administrators time to eschew installing and configuring the WP-
PostRatings plug-in in future implementations of a collection development feedback 
blog. 
Comments require more effort on the part of the user to express a sentiment, but 
can more precisely capture the reasons behind endorsing or discouraging the purchase of 
a title. Given WordPress’s open source nature, a plug-in could be programmed that 
allows for a more synchronous, AJAX-like comment functionality that would reduce the 
perceived friction for leaving a comment. The limited use of the whisper feature could be 
a result of faculty members’ limited familiarity with blog commenting features. The 
Whisper Comment plug-in allows the label which appears next to the whisper checkbox 
to be customized; a future implementation may take advantage of this to better express 
the functionality or purpose of the feature. 
More research can be directed into what bibliographic fields ought to be included 
in the blog posts for faculty to evaluate. Instead of relying strictly on the librarian’s 
subjective judgment in what is necessary for a faculty member to make a collection’s 
development decision, a survey about which fields are relevant to faculty members could 
provide quantitative and objective data to justify which fields are listed in the 
bibliographic record posts. Another WordPress plug-in could be provided that parses a 
post’s text for the ISBN or ISSN of a record and automatically generates a link to, for 
instance, the WorldCat web catalog page for that title or journal. 
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The blog was successful in providing advantages over the old, paper-based 
process for collection development feedback. It removed the dependence upon faculty to 
forward slips, instead allowing the librarian to receive comments via e-mail, which is 
more convenient than waiting for the physical sheets to return to the librarian’s mailbox. 
Likewise, a faculty member responded in the survey that the interface was “much nicer 
than the paper slips which often became damaged.” Through the comments, the librarian 
was better informed about the research agendas of professors and doctoral students and 
class curricula, helping them select a few books that better supported the department’s 
needs in this regard.  
 Limitations of this Study 
Several limitations are apparent in this study. First, this study was performed 
using the convenience sample of faculty at a library school. This is a school with the 
objective of instructing future librarians in collection development philosophies and 
policies. Since faculty at such a school may be more familiar with the theories of 
collection development, their vested interest could lead to higher participation rates than 
other academic departments in a university. 
The researcher was unable to employ an assistant in coding comments and survey 
responses, so there are no figures for coding reliability. Future research will seek a 
second interpretation of data to find to what extent the comment categories are internally 
valid. 
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Technical Difficulties 
Through the course of this study, users exposed several weaknesses in the blog’s 
interface. The biggest source of confusion was the redirection of users to a 404 page 
when they first navigated to the site and were not logged in. WordPress can have the 
contents of its 404 page customized, so the researcher could have changed the text to a 
prominent link to the blog’s log-in page and provide an explanation to the blog visitors 
about why they were redirected to the 404 page. However, the researcher did not have 
access to the files that contain the 404 text, as it would have influenced what was 
displayed by all of the blogs in the campus WordPress MultiUser installation. 
The Whisper Comment plug-in, which was supposed to hide a comment from 
other users while leaving it visible to the librarian and researcher, actually hid the 
comment from the librarian and researcher as well. When discussing this with the campus 
WordPress administrator, it was discovered that the plug-in was coded so that only the 
administrator could see the comment in the WordPress interface. Luckily, a work-around 
was discovered that involved exporting the site and parsing the XML for the whispered 
comment. When specifically using the Whisper Comment plug-in, it may be best to 
install the plug-in with the single-user version of WordPress instead of WordPress 
MultiUser.  
Trouble with the WP-PostRatings plug-in also arose in this study. The WordPress 
theme’s placement of the images used in the rating system was slightly confusing, as 
records further down the page had the more recent posts’ rating links just above their 
titles, and their own respective rating links just below the title (Figure 1). Another user 
commented that when using the Mozilla Firefox browser the stars would behave 
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peculiarly, jolting the mouse cursor around and preventing them from voting accurately. 
Both issues could have been remedied by removing one of the instances of the rating 
images present in each post, but not having administrative control of the theme again 
prevented the researcher from tweaking the interface in response to user difficulties. 
 
Figure 3: The positioning of rating stars caused some confusion with users 
 
Administering and customizing a WordPress blog to the same configuration as 
that of the study’s blog requires technical expertise that may be beyond the comfort of 
librarians who are interested in such a setup. Removing the optional plug-ins greatly 
simplifies these requirements though, and may be sufficient to meet the needs of most 
librarians. If this is the case, default installations of WordPress are a quick way to 
establish a faculty feedback blog for many libraries’ collection development needs. 
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Conclusion 
A WordPress blog, with some customization, can become a suitable means of 
soliciting faculty feedback for a departmental library’s collection development. User 
interface issues with the study’s particular implementation may have tempered some 
participants’ opinions of the system, but these issues were identified and would require 
little effort to correct.  
This exploratory study can be extended in several ways should further research 
opportunities arise. First, adopting a human-computer interaction framework through 
which the system can be evaluated, such as Preece et al.’s (2002) DECIDE, can help 
shape a more rigorous method for assessing the blog’s usability.  Investigating the 
usability of the blog through think aloud methods can better pinpoint the shortcomings of 
the blog’s interface for both categories of users, librarians and faculty. Task completion 
techniques can also help isolate problems in blog design or prepare better documentation 
to assist confused users. 
Further research can also investigate the addition and removal of certain 
functions, be it the AJAX-enabled star rating system of WP-PostRatings (Kasemvilas and 
Firpo, 2009) or the implementation of a richer interface including links to WorldCat 
pages for publications. A default installation of WordPress may run into fewer technical 
hurdles than this particular study’s implementation, and a later study may seek to prove a 
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bare-bones blogging platform as sufficient for opening up a dialogue between faculty and 
librarian and facilitate cooperative collection development. 
While a faculty feedback blog for collection development may be empirically 
usable, whether or not it is actually used must also be investigated. Another study can be 
made to quantify a blog’s impact on the purchasing decisions of the departmental 
librarian and, further on, circulation statistics can be gathered for comparisons between 
faculty-assisted selections and purchases made solely at the librarian’s discretion.  
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28 
 
 
Comments by Blog Post 
Post Title Date Posted Comments   
Post 1 METHODOLOGICAL CHOICE 
AND DESIGN  
January 25th, 
2011 
   
Post 2 DATA ANALYSIS AND DECISION 
MAKING.  
January 25th, 
2011 
We only need to get it if it’s not 
available elsewhere on campus. 
  
Post 3 Future-proofing your business  January 25th, 
2011 
   
Post 4 WINNING STRATEGIES FOR 
BUSINESS.  
January 25th, 
2011 
   
Post 5 UNEXPLORED WORLDS  January 25th, 
2011 
   
Post 6 INFORMATION COMPUTING 
AND APPLICATIONS; PT. II  
January 25th, 
2011 
   
Post 7 COMPUTER VISON FOR 
MULTIMEDIA APPLICATIONS  
January 25th, 
2011 
   
Post 8 GLOBAL MOBILE MEDIA.  January 25th, 
2011 
This might be very useful in the 
International Perspectives class. 
I only provided ratings for 
items that I had an opinion 
about--some items are way 
outside my area of expertise, 
so I left those unrated. It 
would be helpful--maybe not 
for this project, but for 
extension of it--to link out to 
the item records in WorldCat 
or at the publishers' sites for 
additional information about 
each item. 
 
Post 9 INTELLIGENT NETWORKING, 
COLLABORATIVE SYSTEMS AND 
APPLICATIONS  
January 25th, 
2011 
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Post 10 SYSTEM DESIGN FOR 
TELECOMMUNICATION GATEWAYS.  
January 25th, 
2011 
   
Post 11 Title:DEVELOPING HIGH 
QUALITY DATA MODELS.  
February 16th, 
2011 
   
Post 12 Title:HANDBOOK OF LOGIC 
AND LANGUAGE  
February 16th, 
2011 
   
Post 13 Title:SPREADSHEET 
MODELING & DECISION ANALYSIS: A 
PRACTICAL INTRODUCTION TO 
MANAGEMENT SCIENCE  
February 16th, 
2011 
   
Post 14 Title:SECURE SEMANTIC 
SERVICE-ORIENTED SYSTEMS.  
February 16th, 
2011 
   
Post 15 Title:TRANS-SAHARAN BOOK 
TRADE: MANUSCRIPT CULTURE, 
ARABIC LITERACY AND INTELLECTUAL 
HISTORY IN MUSLIM AFRICA.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 16 Title:BENTONS: HOW AN 
AMERICAN FATHER AND SON 
CHANGED THE PRINTING INDUSTRY.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 17 Title:DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL BOOK TRADE, 1870-
1895: TANGLED NETWORKS.  
February 17th, 
2011 
Does [other library] collect history of 
the books and printing or does SILS? If 
it is SILS, we should buy. 
  
Post 18 Title:OPEN SOURCE WEB 
APPLICATIONS FOR LIBRARIES.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 19 Title:SURVEY OF ACADEMIC 
LIBRARIANS: SATISFACTION WITH 
LIBRARY EMPLOYMENT.  
February 17th, 
2011 
I’ve found the majority of these PRG 
publications to be very shallow in 
their analyses and somewhat suspect 
in terms of their data collection 
methods. 
We have a PhD student 
writing his dissertation on 
this topic, so we should buy 
(and hope it is not too 
shallow). 
 
Post 20 Title:EMERGING PRACTICES IN 
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
LIBRARIANSHIP  
February 17th, 
2011 
We have these issues of the Journal 
of Library Administration available via 
InformaWorld. 
Duplicates what we have, so 
not really necessary. 
I assume that since we 
already subscribe to the 
journal we don’t need this 
book. 
30 
 
 
Post 21 Title:CONVERSATIONS WITH 
CATALOGERS IN THE 21ST CENTURY  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 22 Title:SERVING LGBTIQ 
LIBRARY AND ARCHIVES USERS: 
ESSAYS ON OUTREACH, SERVICE, 
COLLECTIONS AND ACCESS.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 23 Title:REFERENCE REBORN: 
BREATHING NEW LIFE INTO PUBLIC 
SERVICES LIBRARIANSHIP  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 24 Title:CELEBRATING CUENTOS: 
PROMOTING LATINO CHILDREN’S 
LITERATURE AND LITERACY IN 
CLASSROOMS AND LIBRARIES.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 25 Title:CAMP SUMMER READ: 
HOW TO CREATE YOUR OWN 
SUMMER READING CAMP.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 26 Title:BOOKPLATES AND 
BADGES OF C.F.A. VOYSEY: 
ARCHITECT AND DESIGNER OF THE 
ARTS AND CRAFTS MOVEMENT.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 27 Title:BOOKS TO COME.  February 17th, 
2011 
Not sure what this book is-a subtitle 
or even better a description of the 
books would have been helpful. 
  
Post 28 Title:INDIE AUTHOR GUIDE: 
SELF-PUBLISHING STRATEGIES 
ANYONE CAN USE.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 29 Title:INFORMATION NATION: 
EDUCATION AND CAREERS IN THE 
EMERGING INFORMATION 
PROFESSIONS.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 30 Title:PUBLIC LIBRARIES AND 
THE INTERNET: ROLES, PERSPECTIVES, 
AND IMPLICATIONS  
February 17th, 
2011 
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Post 31 Title:LIBRARIES FOR USERS: 
SERVICES IN ACADEMIC LIBRARIES.  
February 17th, 
2011 
Despite its UK perspective, I would 
use this in the Academic Library class. 
  
Post 32 Title:NEW APPROACHES TO E-
RESERVE: LINKING SHARING AND 
STREAMING.  
February 17th, 
2011 
   
Post 33 Title:MATERIAL READINGS OF 
EARLY MODERN CULTURE: TEXTS AND 
SOCIAL PRACTICES, 1580-1730 
February 26th, 
2011 
I assume [other library] will buy this.   
Post 34 Title:INFORMATION HISTORY 
IN THE MODERN WORLD: HISTORIES 
OF THE INFORMATION AGE  
February 26th, 
2011 
   
Post 35 Title:INFORMATION 
RETRIEVAL ARCHITECTURE AND 
ALGORITHMS.  
February 26th, 
2011 
   
Post 36 Title:RAX ME THAT BUIK: 
HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE COLLECTIONS 
OF THE NATIONAL LIBRARY OF 
SCOTLAND.  
February 26th, 
2011 
This might be useful in a history of 
the book class but the title is very 
confusing. 
  
Post 37 Title:LATE AMERICAN NOVEL: 
WRITERS ON THE FUTURE OF BOOKS  
February 26th, 
2011 
I would find this helpful especially in 
INLS 842 
  
Post 38 Title:DOING QUANTITATIVE 
RESEARCH IN EDUCATION WITH SPSS.  
February 26th, 
2011 
It would be great if [other library] 
bought a copy, though. 
  
Post 39 Title:ADAPTATION, 
RESISTANCE AND ACCESS TO 
INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGIES: 
ASSESSING FUTURE TRENDS IN 
EDUCATION  
February 26th, 
2011 
If [other library] gets this, we don’t 
need to. 
I agree  
Post 40 Title:KEYS TO ONLINE 
LEARNING  
February 26th, 
2011 
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Post 41 Title:MOBILE TECHNOLOGIES 
AND HANDHELD DEVICES FOR 
UBIQUITOUS LEARNING: RESEARCH 
AND PEDAGOGY  
February 26th, 
2011 
Brad is doing research on mobile 
devices, as well as several of his 
students. So this would be a good 
addition. 
  
Post 42 Title:STORYTELLING AND 
IMAGINATION: BEYOND BASIC 
LITERACY 8-14.  
February 26th, 
2011 
   
Post 43 Title:DECENTRING OF THE 
TRADITIONAL UNIVERSITY: THE 
FUTURE OF (SELF) EDUCATION IN 
VIRTUALLY FIGURED WORLDS.  
February 26th, 
2011 
If [other library] doesn’t buy I would 
like to see it at SILS. 
  
Post 44 Title:KEY ISSUES IN E-
LEARNING: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE.  
February 26th, 
2011 
   
Post 45 Title:ESSENTIALS OF ONLINE 
COURSE DESIGN: A STANDARDS-
BASED GUIDE.  
February 26th, 
2011 
   
Post 46 Title:EMPOWERING 
STRUGGLING READERS: PRACTICES 
FOR THE MIDDLE GRADES.  
February 26th, 
2011 
   
Post 47 Title:LITERACY IN CONTEXT 
(LINC): CHOOSING INSTRUCTIONAL 
STRATEGIES TO TEACH READING IN 
CONTENT AREAS FOR STUDENTS 
GRADES 5-12.  
February 26th, 
2011 
   
Post 48 Title:BEST PRACTICES FOR 
TECHNOLOGY-ENHANCED TEACHING 
AND LEARNING: CONNECTING TO 
PSYCHOLOGY AND THE SOCIAL 
SCIENCES.  
February 26th, 
2011 
Just a note that this is my first rating, 
and I was at first confused by the 
stars because our previous practice 
put the ratings in the opposite order. 
This makes more sense, given the 
many online rating systems we all 
use. 
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Post 49 Title:CREATIVITY AND 
EDUCATION FUTURES: LEARNING IN A 
DIGITAL AGE.  
February 26th, 
2011 
   
Post 50 Title:DEVELOPING LANGUAGE 
AND LITERACY: EFFECTIVE 
INTERVENTION IN THE EARLY YEARS; 
February 26th, 
2011 
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Star Ratings by Blog Post 
 
Post Title Date Posted Number of Votes Average Number of Stars 
Post 1 METHODOLOGICAL CHOICE 
AND DESIGN  
January 25th, 2011 4 3 
Post 2 DATA ANALYSIS AND 
DECISION MAKING.  
January 25th, 2011 3 2.33 
Post 3 Future-proofing your 
business  
January 25th, 2011 3 2 
Post 4 WINNING STRATEGIES FOR 
BUSINESS.  
January 25th, 2011 2 1 
Post 5 UNEXPLORED WORLDS  January 25th, 2011 3 2 
Post 6 INFORMATION COMPUTING 
AND APPLICATIONS; PT. II  
January 25th, 2011 3 1 
Post 7 COMPUTER VISON FOR 
MULTIMEDIA APPLICATIONS  
January 25th, 2011 2 1 
Post 8 GLOBAL MOBILE MEDIA.  January 25th, 2011 2 2 
Post 9 INTELLIGENT NETWORKING, 
COLLABORATIVE SYSTEMS AND 
APPLICATIONS  
January 25th, 2011 1 2 
Post 10 SYSTEM DESIGN FOR 
TELECOMMUNICATION 
GATEWAYS.  
January 25th, 2011 1 1 
Post 11 Title:DEVELOPING HIGH 
QUALITY DATA MODELS.  
February 16th, 2011 2 1 
Post 12 Title:HANDBOOK OF LOGIC 
AND LANGUAGE  
February 16th, 2011 2 1 
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Post 13 Title:SPREADSHEET 
MODELING & DECISION ANALYSIS: 
A PRACTICAL INTRODUCTION TO 
MANAGEMENT SCIENCE  
February 16th, 2011 4 2.5 
Post 14 Title:SECURE SEMANTIC 
SERVICE-ORIENTED SYSTEMS.  
February 16th, 2011 2 2.5 
Post 15 Title:TRANS-SAHARAN 
BOOK TRADE: MANUSCRIPT 
CULTURE, ARABIC LITERACY AND 
INTELLECTUAL HISTORY IN 
MUSLIM AFRICA.  
February 17th, 2011 4 3.25 
Post 16 Title:BENTONS: HOW AN 
AMERICAN FATHER AND SON 
CHANGED THE PRINTING 
INDUSTRY.  
February 17th, 2011 3 2.33 
Post 17 Title:DEVELOPMENT OF 
THE INTERNATIONAL BOOK 
TRADE, 1870-1895: TANGLED 
NETWORKS.  
February 17th, 2011 4 2.25 
Post 18 Title:OPEN SOURCE WEB 
APPLICATIONS FOR LIBRARIES.  
February 17th, 2011 4 3.75 
Post 19 Title:SURVEY OF 
ACADEMIC LIBRARIANS: 
SATISFACTION WITH LIBRARY 
EMPLOYMENT.  
February 17th, 2011 4 3 
Post 20 Title:EMERGING 
PRACTICES IN SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY LIBRARIANSHIP  
February 17th, 2011 4 2 
Post 21 Title:CONVERSATIONS 
WITH CATALOGERS IN THE 21ST 
CENTURY  
February 17th, 2011 4 3.5 
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Post 22 Title:SERVING LGBTIQ 
LIBRARY AND ARCHIVES USERS: 
ESSAYS ON OUTREACH, SERVICE, 
COLLECTIONS AND ACCESS.  
February 17th, 2011 4 3.75 
Post 23 Title:REFERENCE REBORN: 
BREATHING NEW LIFE INTO PUBLIC 
SERVICES LIBRARIANSHIP  
February 17th, 2011 4 4 
Post 24 Title:CELEBRATING 
CUENTOS: PROMOTING LATINO 
CHILDREN’S LITERATURE AND 
LITERACY IN CLASSROOMS AND 
LIBRARIES.  
February 17th, 2011 4 3.25 
Post 25 Title:CAMP SUMMER 
READ: HOW TO CREATE YOUR 
OWN SUMMER READING CAMP.  
February 17th, 2011 3 2.67 
Post 26 Title:BOOKPLATES AND 
BADGES OF C.F.A. VOYSEY: 
ARCHITECT AND DESIGNER OF THE 
ARTS AND CRAFTS MOVEMENT.  
February 17th, 2011 3 1.33 
Post 27 Title:BOOKS TO COME.  February 17th, 2011 4 1.5 
Post 28 Title:INDIE AUTHOR 
GUIDE: SELF-PUBLISHING 
STRATEGIES ANYONE CAN USE.  
February 17th, 2011 3 2 
Post 29 Title:INFORMATION 
NATION: EDUCATION AND 
CAREERS IN THE EMERGING 
INFORMATION PROFESSIONS.  
February 17th, 2011 4 4 
Post 30 Title:PUBLIC LIBRARIES 
AND THE INTERNET: ROLES, 
PERSPECTIVES, AND 
IMPLICATIONS  
February 17th, 2011 4 4 
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Post 31 Title:LIBRARIES FOR 
USERS: SERVICES IN ACADEMIC 
LIBRARIES.  
February 17th, 2011 4 3 
Post 32 Title:NEW APPROACHES 
TO E-RESERVE: LINKING SHARING 
AND STREAMING.  
February 17th, 2011 4 2.75 
Post 33 Title:MATERIAL READINGS 
OF EARLY MODERN CULTURE: 
TEXTS AND SOCIAL PRACTICES, 
1580-1730  
February 26th, 2011 4 2.25 
Post 34 Title:INFORMATION 
HISTORY IN THE MODERN WORLD: 
HISTORIES OF THE INFORMATION 
AGE  
February 26th, 2011 4 3.25 
Post 35 Title:INFORMATION 
RETRIEVAL ARCHITECTURE AND 
ALGORITHMS.  
February 26th, 2011 3 2.67 
Post 36 Title:RAX ME THAT BUIK: 
HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE 
COLLECTIONS OF THE NATIONAL 
LIBRARY OF SCOTLAND.  
February 26th, 2011 3 1.33 
Post 37 Title:LATE AMERICAN 
NOVEL: WRITERS ON THE FUTURE 
OF BOOKS  
February 26th, 2011 4 3 
Post 38 Title:DOING 
QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH IN 
EDUCATION WITH SPSS.  
February 26th, 2011 3 2.33 
Post 39 Title:ADAPTATION, 
RESISTANCE AND ACCESS TO 
INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGIES: 
ASSESSING FUTURE TRENDS IN 
EDUCATION  
February 26th, 2011 4 2.25 
Post 40 Title:KEYS TO ONLINE 
LEARNING  
February 26th, 2011 3 2.33 
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Post 41 Title:MOBILE 
TECHNOLOGIES AND HANDHELD 
DEVICES FOR UBIQUITOUS 
LEARNING: RESEARCH AND 
PEDAGOGY  
February 26th, 2011 4 3 
Post 42 Title:STORYTELLING AND 
IMAGINATION: BEYOND BASIC 
LITERACY 8-14.  
February 26th, 2011 3 3 
Post 43 Title:DECENTRING OF THE 
TRADITIONAL UNIVERSITY: THE 
FUTURE OF (SELF) EDUCATION IN 
VIRTUALLY FIGURED WORLDS.  
February 26th, 2011 5 2.6 
Post 44 Title:KEY ISSUES IN E-
LEARNING: RESEARCH AND 
PRACTICE.  
February 26th, 2011 4 2.75 
Post 45 Title:ESSENTIALS OF 
ONLINE COURSE DESIGN: A 
STANDARDS-BASED GUIDE.  
February 26th, 2011 5 3.4 
Post 46 Title:EMPOWERING 
STRUGGLING READERS: PRACTICES 
FOR THE MIDDLE GRADES.  
February 26th, 2011 3 3.33 
Post 47 Title:LITERACY IN CONTEXT 
(LINC): CHOOSING INSTRUCTIONAL 
STRATEGIES TO TEACH READING 
IN CONTENT AREAS FOR 
STUDENTS GRADES 5-12.  
February 26th, 2011 3 2 
Post 48 Title:BEST PRACTICES FOR 
TECHNOLOGY-ENHANCED 
TEACHING AND LEARNING: 
CONNECTING TO PSYCHOLOGY 
AND THE SOCIAL SCIENCES.  
February 26th, 2011 5 3 
39 
 
 
Post 49 Title:CREATIVITY AND 
EDUCATION FUTURES: LEARNING 
IN A DIGITAL AGE.  
February 26th, 2011 4 2.25 
Post 50 Title:DEVELOPING 
LANGUAGE AND LITERACY: 
EFFECTIVE INTERVENTION IN THE 
EARLY YEARS; 
February 26th, 2011 4 1.75 
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Instructions for Collection Development Blog 
IRB Study 10-2045; Approval Date 19 November 2010 
 
1. Using a web browser, enter the location [blog URL] into the address bar. 
2. You will see a page stating “Sorry, but you are looking for something that isn't here.” In 
the navigation bar in the right-hand margin, under the “Meta” heading, is a link to “Log 
in.” Click on the “Log in” link. 
 
3. You will be redirected to the [University] Single Sign On page. Enter your [username] 
and password and sign in. 
4. The next page is the Dashboard page. Click on the “Faculty Input for Subject Library” link 
at the top of the page to link back to the blog. 
 
5. There will be a listing of posts sorted in reverse chronological (most recent first) order. 
To leave a comment and rating on a post, click on the title of the post. This takes you to 
the page for that specific post. Just underneath the title of the post is a series of four 
grayed-out stars. You can leave a rating of one to four stars by clicking on the star that 
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best reflects your opinion of the prospective purchase. The scale represents the 
following  opinions: 
Rating Meaning 
1 May be useful for the collection 
2 Useful for the collection 
3 Very useful for the collection 
4 Highest priority and essential for the 
collection 
 
6.  You can further elaborate on your opinion of the post by entering a comment in the box 
marked “Leave a Reply.” Clicking the “Submit Comment” button will leave a comment 
that is viewable by other participants in the study, and may spark a discussion about the 
post. Checking the box marked “Whisper to blog author” will leave a private reply visible 
only to the researcher conducting the study and the librarian.
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Recruitment e-mail 
 
Subject: Help Shape The SILS Library Collection 
 
Faculty participants are needed to provide feedback on a blog about prospective library 
purchases. 
 
To participate, you will be asked to submit your [user name] through the form at [URL]. 
You will be notified when you are able to access the blog. 
 
Taking part in this research is not a part of your University duties, and refusing will not 
affect your job.  You will not be offered or receive any special job-related consideration 
if you take part in this research.  This study has been approved by the [University] 
Behavioral IRB (IRB Study 10-2045; Approval Date: 19 November 2010). 
 
For more information, contact John Weis ([e-mail address]). 
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Interview Transcript 
[Researcher is denoted as JW, librarian as L.] 
JW: Thank you for interviewing with me today. I just have a couple questions about your use of 
the Faculty Input for Subject Library feedback blog. So my first question is, “What elements of 
maintaining and updating the blog did you find difficult?” 
L: Well essentially in terms of updating, it’s more of integrating it into the workflow and having 
some documentation. In terms of being able to input the information, to copy information from 
Gobi, and to figure out which criteria the faculty needs to see. For example: binding. I’m 
interested in looking at what, if it’s print material, what the binding is like, because if it is library 
binding it’s going to hold up longer. If it’s not, and if it’s paperback like this (raises book), then 
the glue is going to dry out. And if it’s not well-manufactured at the start, you can circulate it 
three times and then you’ll need to rebind it, so it is a cost factor. It’ll end up costing the 
university library more. So that is an influencing factor. Either pay now or pay later. 
JW: Was this the first time that you’ve used WordPress as an administrator? 
L: Yes. As an administrator, yes. I have used it before in another setting, just to post a few 
things, but this is the first time I have actually seen the whole administrative side of it. 
JW: I see. Did you find the process of collating the comments and ratings difficult? How did you 
use the comments? Did you find the process of using the comments and ratings difficult? 
L: No, we had a little bump at the start, but then had to get some extra help in terms of getting 
the whispers and getting the comments. What’s happening is just this morning I’m getting the 
comments as e-mails, which I much prefer, because then the comments are pushed to me. And 
in terms of workflow, I live in my e-mail, and having it there is the most effective way of being 
able to pull some of the comments and to use the comments. Which is, obviously, the ultimate 
goal. 
JW: Okay. What improvements could be made to the system that would make it easier to 
administer? 
L: Well, some documentation, and also on the front end, the front page, and realizing that there 
are limits within systems, but, I think titling it a little bit differently so that, because I’ve had 
more than one faculty member say, “Oh gee, I can’t see this. Is this thing live?” So that’s sort of 
the human-computer interaction piece of it. 
JW: Yeah. You’re referring to the page which is, on the default theme, says “You are looking for 
a page that doesn’t exist.” 
L: Exactly 
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JW: Or that isn’t there. 
L: Exactly. That is precisely what I’m referring to. And then of course, if you just look for the log 
in, on the right hand side of the page, you can log in and life goes on, because that’s where 
everything is. But I did like getting the comments via e-mail, because that really helps put it 
towards the center. 
JW: Did the feedback from the blog influence your decisions in the acquisitions process? 
L: Yes it did. And let’s talk about an example. For example, post forty-one, which is Mobile 
technologies and handheld devices for ubiquitous learning, research and pedagogy. Essentially, I 
discovered in terms of a comment, that a faculty member is doing research on mobile devices as 
well as some of the faculty’s students, so obviously this is an area that we need to be collecting 
in, so that was very helpful. And then, here’s another one, post two, which is Data Analysis and 
Decision Making. A faculty member commented, we only need to get it if it’s not available 
elsewhere on campus, so that’s very helpful because we do look at who’s buying what and 
trying not to duplicate unless there’s a good business case. 
JW: Okay. Did you use the star ratings at any point? 
L: You know, I really haven’t used those a great deal. I kinda looked at them and said, “Oh, well 
that’s interesting.” And I think as there’s more in here, because this was a test bed. This was, 
“Let’s put some stuff in there. Let’s see what people do with it.” 
JW: Also with the pretty limited participant pool. 
L: Very limited, yeah. So I looked at it, but really used the comments more. 
 
JW: I see. Alright, and would you continue to use the feedback blog in the future?  
L: If we can integrate it into the work flow, and then there’s some documentation, and a couple 
of other things, some of the stuff we’ve already talked about I would. 
JW: So the next step is to, if you could, take us through a walkthrough of what criteria you 
applied in determining what you would post, what you would pass on to the faculty. 
L: Alright. Well, for example, here’s one: Emerging Practices in science and technology 
librarianship. What I would do, obviously, besides looking at the title and the editor or author, is 
to look at the publisher. This is Rutledge, is the publisher. They are a well-known, standard 
publisher. Publication year is 2011; I look at that. I look at the binding, look at the Library of 
Congress classification system; it’s in the Z class, so it fits the scope. I look at the place of 
publication and the country of origin, which is the UK. The pagination is 235 pages. The list price 
on this, and this is with a discounted price, is basically a touch over a hundred dollars. The list 
price is 125 and with the discount, it’ll be around a hundred. Little expensive, for 235 pages. 
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However, what I also look at, is I look at the subject headings, and then, I look at the format. But 
the approval note really stands out on this one, because the approval note indicates it’s from 
University of San Diego, and it was previously published as Journal of Library Administration, 
Volume 50, Issues three through four. I would not put this out for the faculty to look at, because 
we have a journal subscription to the Journal of Library Administration, so this would be a 
duplicate. So this wouldn’t even make the cut. 
JW: If you could, maybe find one that you would have posted on? 
L: Here’s one: Conversations with cataloguers in the twenty-first century. It’s Libraries Unlimited; 
again, standard in the industry: they have a good reputation. It’s, a research-recommended, 
obviously we’re a research institution. I look in the approval notes here, and I see that it’s Texas 
State University – San Marcos, and it’s a collection of new essays. So, if it’s new, then it’s 
something I want to share with our faculty. So that’s the way the logic works. 
JW: Alright. I think that gives us a lot of insight into what the librarian has done in applying her 
own kind of expertise before passing along to see what the faculty have to say. So thank you 
very much for the interview. 
L: You’re welcome. 
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Faculty Feedback Collection Development Blog Survey Results 
Last Modified: 03/03/2011 
1.  Did you leave any comments or ratings on the acquisitions faculty feedback blog? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Yes   
 
5 100% 
2 No  
 
0 0% 
 Total  5 100% 
 
 
2.  How difficult did you find the following processes? 
# Question Very 
Easy 
Easy Neutral Difficult Very 
Difficult 
Responses Mean 
1 
Leaving a rating on an 
entry in the blog 
3 1 0 1 0 5 1.80 
2 
Leaving a comment on 
an entry in the blog 
1 2 1 1 0 5 2.40 
3 
Staying aware of the 
most recent posts on 
the blog 
1 1 1 2 0 5 2.80 
 
Statistic Leaving a rating on an 
entry in the blog 
Leaving a comment on 
an entry in the blog 
Staying aware of the most 
recent posts on the blog 
Min Value 1 1 1 
Max Value 4 4 4 
Mean 1.80 2.40 2.80 
Variance 1.70 1.30 1.70 
Standard 
Deviation 
1.30 1.14 1.30 
Total 
Responses 
5 5 5 
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3.  What did you like about using the blog? 
Text Response 
I did like how easy it was to add my ratings and comments, but I did wonder to whom exactly 
these comments/ratings were visible and/or targeted. I mean, are the comments I'd written 
visible to all other users of the blog or just [the librarian]? 
The rating scheme was really quite easy - consistent with other online rating systems. 
Liked the information provided by [the librarian]. Other comments were interestering [sic] 
ease of use, simplicity of interface 
[Note:  I put neutral to the second question above, but I didn't actually try to do this, so I really 
can't make an assessment.]    The interface is much nicer than the paper slips which often 
became damaged. 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 5 
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4.  Is there anything that you disliked about the blog system? Please describe what you did not 
like about the blog. 
Text Response 
Similar to the response above: I wasn't sure exactly how my ratings/comments might have been 
used or the ways in which they might have influenced the selection process (if at all). 
-Once I entered a comment, it took too much navigation to get back to where I had been in the 
list of items.  -I did all 50 in one batch. I would need a weekly/monthly notification and clear 
boundaries around that portion of the list to be able to manage my work well. 
I had a lot of problems with the rating because in Mozilla the cursor seem to shake over the 
buttons and it was hard to rate.  I didn't sign up for the RSS feed so didn't get information about 
comments. I only remember two emails from [the librarian] about new entries but there may 
have been more. 
It wasn't clear to me if I didn't like something (or rather thought we shouldn't buy it) if I should 
click the one star or just not rate.  Is a non-rate a negative endorsement or just no 
endorsement?  A non-rate can mean many things.  I actually wonder if the stars are the 
appropriate rating mechanism and if we should be using different criteria (e.g., this sounds 
interesting to me).  When it comes down to it, [the librarian] knows more about the collection 
than any of us and is really in the best position to decide (since she can keep track of redundant 
titles, etc.). I feel most comfortable giving my 'advice' when it is a book I know about that I really 
think we need.  Often, I just find myself picking things that look interesting to me without 
thinking about the budget balance and our school and student needs. 
 
Statistic Value 
Total Responses 4 
 
5.  What is your overall opinion of the blog? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Strongly Dislike  
 
0 0% 
2 Dislike  
 
0 0% 
3 Neither Like nor Dislike   
 
3 60% 
4 Like   
 
1 20% 
5 Strongly Like   
 
1 20% 
 Total  5 100% 
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Statistic Value 
Min Value 3 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.60 
Variance 0.80 
Standard Deviation 0.89 
Total Responses 5 
 
6.  How much do you agree that the library should continue to maintain and use the feedback 
blog? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 Strongly Disagree  
 
0 0% 
2 Disagree  
 
0 0% 
3 Neither Agree nor Disagree   
 
3 60% 
4 Agree   
 
1 20% 
5 Strongly Agree   
 
1 20% 
 Total  5 100% 
 
Statistic Value 
Min Value 3 
Max Value 5 
Mean 3.60 
Variance 0.80 
Standard Deviation 0.89 
Total Responses 5 
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Plug-ins   
 
Role Scoper. Version 1.3.28. http://wordpress.org/extend/plugins/role-scoper/ 
Whisper Comment. Version 0.2.2  
http://wordpress.org/extend/plugins/whisper-comment-afm/ 
WP-PostRatings.Version 1.61. http://wordpress.org/extend/plugins/wp-postratings/ 
